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Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^| Responsive to communication(s) filed on 06 April 2009 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)£3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^3 Claim(s) 1-3,5,6,8-12 and 16-26 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 1-3,5,6,8-12 and 16-26 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) L~H The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)^ The drawing(s) filed on 16 October 2001 is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 
Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
4/6/2009 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-2, 5, 6, 8-10, 12 & 16-23, 25 & 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Srikantan et al (U.S. Pub No 2002/005612 A1) and Hejna, 
Jr. (U.S. 6,370,688 B1). 

4. As per claims 1 , 6, 9, 1 6, 20 & 22 Srikantan-Hejna disclosed a method for 
reducing peak output traffic bursts in a processing system, which includes a processor 
the method comprising: receiving, at the streaming media cache (Paragraph. 28, Figure 
1 , element 1 02), a first packet of data representing a particular portion of a media 
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stream and including a specified packet delivery time, scheduled to be delivered to each 
of a number of downstream clients at the specified packet delivery time (paragraph. 26); 
modifying the specified packet delivery time of the first packet of data (paragraph. 26, 
lines 1-4), for delivery of the first packet of data to a first downstream client system, by 
adding the first delay value to the specified packet delivery time of the first packet data. 
Although Srikantan did not explicitly disclose modifying the media data packet's delivery 
time for first and second client respectively so that the media data packet from a source 
reaches the first and second client at slightly different times (page. 3, paragraphs. 36 & 
page.4, paragraphs.46 & 53). However Srikantan disclosed the media frames (packets) 
of a live or pre-recorded event from a single source being simultaneously streamed 
(multiple streams) in a real-time to multiple users in a specified order within a certain 
period of time (i.e. time interval T1, T2 etc) {paragraphs. 25 & 26(lines 1-8) & 
paragraphs 55 & 56}. Therefore in order for the packets of a single live or pre-recorded 
transmission to be delivered to multiple clients as described by Srikantan, time delay 
techniques are utilized (paragraph, 8 & paragraph, 55 " different timing (time intervals) 
for different clients"). 

However Srikantan did not explicitly disclose pseudo-randomlv selecting a second delay 
value; and modifying the specified packet delivery time of the first packet of data for 
delivery of the first packet of data to a second downstream client system, by adding the 
second delay value to the specified packet delivery time of second first packet of data. 
In the same filed of endeavor Hejna Jr. disclosed pseudo-randomly selecting a second 
delay value; and modifying the specified packet delivery time of the first packet of data 
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for delivery of the first packet of data to a second downstream client system, by adding 
the second delay value to the specified packet delivery time of second first packet of 
data (col. 8, lines 35-46 & col .11, lines 43-46) { The "arbitrary packet delay" disclosed by 
Hejna is dictated based on more than one factors such as loading, congestion and other 
factors etc therefore it is evident that the delay applied to the packet is pseudo-random} 
{Additionally, examiner notes that "varying packet delay" analogy is consistent with the 
applicants disclosure of "Pseudo-random time selection" for a packet because 
applicant's specification is silent regarding applicability of any "rule or criteria" for 
pseudo-random time selection. Examiner notes that "Pseudo-random time selection" is 
an open ended broad term} 

It would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have incorporated the pseudo-random as disclosed by Hejna in the 
processing system disclosed by Srikantan in order to make the system more robust 
resulting in a system that is more efficient in transmitting data packets to the network 
deices. 

5. As per claims 2,19,21 & 23 Srikantan-Hejna disclosed the method of claim 1 
wherein pseudo-randomly selecting the first delay value comprises pseudo-randomly 
selecting the first delay value from within a specified time range (Hejna, col. 8, lines 35- 
46 & col.11, lines 43-46). 
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6. As per claims 5, 8 & 1 2 Srikantan-Hejna disclosed the method of claim 6 further 
comprising: receiving a data file from the upstream server, the data file including a 
payload portion of the first streaming media data packet and a payload portion of the 
second streaming media data packet (page. 2, paragraph. 30); and storing the data file in 
a storage within the streaming media cache (Srikantan, page. 6, paragraph. 75). 

7. As per claims 1 0 Srikantan-Hejna disclosed the computer system of claim 9 
wherein the second thread is configured to modify the first delayed first data packet in 
response to the first client delay by adding the first client delay to the first delivery time 
(Srikantan, Page.1, Paragraph.8, page. 2, paragraph. 26, page. 3, paragraphs. 36 & 
page.4, paragraphs.46 & 53). 

8. As per claims 1 7 & 1 8 Srikantan-Hejna disclosed the method of claim 1 6 wherein 
the first packet of data is framed and its data comprises streaming media (Srikantan, 
paragraph. 26). 

9. As per claim 25 & 26 Srikantan-Hejna disclosed the method of claim 22, wherein 
said data packet is part of a live data stream being broadcasted to the plurality of client 
system, wherein a pseudo-randomly selected delay time for first client system of the 
plurality of client systems is different from the pseudo-randomly selected delay time for 
a second client system of the plurality of systems (Hejna, col. 8, lines 35-46 & col.1 1 , 
lines 43-46). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claims 3, 1 1 & 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Srikantan et al (U.S. Pub No 2002/00561 2 A1 ), Hejna, Jr. (U.S. 6,370,688 B1 ) and 
Chen etal (U.S. 6,680,976 B1). 

12. As per claims 3, 1 1 & 24 Srikantan-Hejna disclosed the method of claim 1 0. 
However neither Srikantan nor Hejna disclosed wherein the first client delay is pseudo- 
randomiy selected from the range: 0 to approximately 500 milliseconds. In the same 
filed of endeavor Chen disclosed wherein the first client delay is pseudo-randomly 
selected (col. 14, lines 53-64) from the range: 0 to approximately 500 milliseconds (col. 9, 
lines 47-55). 

It would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have incorporated the pseudo-random delay range to selected from 
approximately 0 to 500 millisecond as disclosed by Chen in the method disclosed by 
Srikantan and Hejna in order to make the processing system more optimized resulting 
in a processing system that is more robust. 
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Response to Arguments 

13. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,9, 16 & 22 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



14. Applicant argued that In Srikantan discloses streaming different segments of the 

media data to different client at any given time and it is dues to the fact that the requests 

for the media data from the different clients occurred at different times. 

As to applicant's arguments it is true that Srikantan discloses streaming segments of the 

same media (I.E live or pre-recorded event ) from one track (see, paragraph.49) to 

multiple clients at different timings to avoid delivering the media to all the clients at the 

same time to overcome the congestion/surge or traffic peak bursts scenario. In 

paragraph. 55 Srikantan states: 

[0055] FIG, 4 demonstrates a method of servkg streams 
of media from one track to multiple clients while maintain- 
ing only one copy of the media's metadata,, according to one 
embodiment of the invention. En shis method, the same 
media may be streamed to each client, but wish different 
timing. That is, different client streams may, at any given 
time, be streaming media from different time indices within 
the media track, 

[6649] In this embodiment. Trade 302 represents a class of 
objects configured to assemble metadata for a media track 
and allow multiple file track handles to use the metadata on 
behalf ■□■£ different client streams. Multiple types of Track 
objects may be generated from Track 362, such as Live-Track. 
3.20 for assembling metadata for streaming live or real-time 
event media, and FfleTrack 322 for assembling metadata for 
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Additionally, applicant's allegation that that in Srikantan the media requests occurred 
from different clients at different times is merely his own assumption. 



1 5. Applicant arguedthat Srikantan does not require or even suggest, that time delay 
techniques must be used. 

As to applicants argument Srikantan clearly states: 

[0053] Is. this embodiment of the invention, each Track- 
Handle object derived from TrackHandie S04 includes suit- 
able methods for moving to a certain time index in a media 
program or track, reading media data, into a buffer (for 
streaming lo a client), etc. Thus, TrackHandk objects main- 
tain state information regarding a client's current play 
position in a media track, and may include- one or more 
buffers for sending media packets to clients and one or more- 
pointers or references to their corresponding Track objects 
for accessing metadata, 

[0054] Once s Fiielrack object is established for a given 

media track, subsequent diem requests for that track use Ehe 
established FilsTrsck rather than assembling the track's 
metadata again, 'Thus, Me-Track objects may be- conigured 
no instantiate new FilelrackHandle objects for new client 

streams. 



[0055] FIG, 4 demonstrates a method of serving streams 
of media from one track to multiple clients while maintain- 
ing only one copy of the media's metadata, according to one 
embodiment of the invention, in this method, the same 
media may be streamed to each, client, but with different 
timing. That is, different client streams may, at any given 
time, be streaming media from different lime- indices within 
the media track. 
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16. All the dependent claims are also rejected for the same reasons described 
above. 

1 7. Finally examiner would again point out to the " fact" that a live media (single 
source) event (e.g. Music concert) being broadcasted to multiple clients in real time 
conforming to a specified Quality of Service has to have a time delay value to meet the 
required criteria and it is clearly shown in Srikantan's disclosure. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ASGHAR BILGRAMI whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3907. The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tonia L.M. Dollinger can be reached on 571-272-4170. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/A. B./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2443 



/PHUOC NGUYEN/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2443 



